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Behaviorism and Christianity 
Chri stianity and psychology are like father and son 
set forth upon opposite paths until, their estrangement 
complete, they are met upon the field of mortal combat. 
The father has held a steady course, but psychology, won 
by every novelty, bas wandered far afield. The science 
began as the s tudy of the human "soul" or "self", which 
terms were then used in the Christian sense. This meant 
at lea st a ta.cit recognition of a common philosophical ba-
sis with Christianity, a d ualism of matter and spirit. 
Psychology found room for the moral orde r of the universe 
and mora l re s p on sib il i ty: Christianity found no reason to 
exclude a n obedient child tha t threatened no harm to the 
f amily treasures. But the s a me influences that have be-
gotten modernism in or ganized Christianity, namely, mater-
ialism in t h e fo rm of evo l utiona ry science and its applica-
tion i n the · so cial vi ew of religious and moral* develoP-
ment, ha ve made of mode rn psychology the misnomer that it 
i a. 
As the name suggests psychology was originally the 
study of t he huma n "soul". Its material was the phenomena 
of the 11 soul" or mi nd with little or no physiological corre-
lation. Its meth od was introspection: the account that the 
subject hi ms e lf wa s abl e to g ive of his mental experiences. 
Such a study v1hich approxima tely described the phenomena of 
the huma n mind a n d was a ble to offer some prediction of e-
vents for pr a ctica l use wa s doubtless a true and useful 
science. 
But f or t wo de ca d e s the "soul" has been thrown out of 
the "culture" as no proper subject for scientific study**· 
Instead*➔H~ t he ps ychologist selected the mind or conscious-
ness as a n entity a dded to and presiding over the nervous 
m~chanism. Then he began to study so-called states of con-
sciousness, still using the introspective method; but he b~ 
gan also to take increasing interest in neurology. Thia 
study represents wh a t to-day is called orthodox or tradi-
tiona l psychology. And although it is a genus with many 
species, a n d consciousnes s is defined in almost as many-ways 
as there are writers, still European and a portion of Amer-
ican psych ologists clin5 to consciousness as the only thing 
that Will s a ve their science from becoming a mere branch of 
biology. 
There is the s a me variety among behav1oristic psycholo-
gists. But the behavioristic psychology, as the continua-
tion of the movement toward a materialistic and evolution-
* "The Psychology of the Other One", p. 403. Max Meyer. 
** Op, cit., p. 408. 
*** "Behavior", p. 20. J.B.Watson. 
"The Freudian Wish", p.28. E.B.Holt. 
istic science is almost wholly confined to the United 
States. Nor must it be supposed that the emphasis given 




plement to the psychological arc. Simply because the soul 
has given place to consciousness is no reason now to assume 
that consciousness must abdicate in favor of muscles, glands, 
and reflexes which are the stock in trade of behaviorism. 
Beha viorism is viewed by European psychology and by the or-
thodox men of this continent as a transient "dementia Amer-
icana", not without parallel in other fields. I am not so 
sure about the transient character of the "set" ( to use a 
behaviorist term), that psychology has ta.ken in this country. 
Whether or not behaviorism is the necessary logical step 
beyond traditional psychology it is certainly the step that 
is dictated by the materialistic forces that have brought 
psychology s o f ar . 
And unless there be radical change in this philosophical 
basis of modern psychology I believe that some form of behaw-
iorism will be the psychology of the next decade. The wide-
spread disagreement and discord among the behaviorists is 
har<ity more significant than the similar discord among the 
mentalists of the last decade. we can hope nothing from 
strife in the ranks. The main ideas of the beh~viorists / 
continue to be emphasized by an overwe~nlng biology. So Y----
long as these ideas obtain some form of behaviorism is al-
most bound to result. 
Just wha t form it will take is hard to predict. But 
even now it is possible to define the chief features of be-
haviorism, in spite of the fact that there are semi-behav-
iorists, behaviorists only in the use of behaviorist termi-
nology, and again men like Professor Watson who are true 
behaviorists from skin to marrow. This out and out behav-
iorism, as mentalism, or traditional psychology, has relegated 
the "soul" to the spheres of philosophy and theology, but, . 
in contrast to mentalism, has not set up anything like con-
sciousness to take its place. It looks upon all the pheno-
mena of human activity as included in the functioning of 
muscles, glands, larynx, and the nervous system. If this 
be true, then all behavior is governed by the same physical 
laws that obtain in the rest of the natural order. Intro-
spection*, then, Will not be a valid method, for the subject 
cannot be supposed to know what is going on within himself 
Rather we must have an experimental s ·tudy of pbjecti ve pay.:. 
chological phenomena that may be tested by mechanical laws. 
Hence the results of experiment upon animals in memory habit 
formation, and association may be correctly applied to'human 
Psychology. In order to account for all psychological phe------------* "Behavior", p. 1. J.B.Watson 
nomena it is necessa ry to distinguish explicit behavior,* 
which is immediate or simple reflex action, and implicit 
behavior, which is to include all delayed sensations, de-
liberation and reasoning processes - in short, not simple, 
but conditioned response. If we see a man going down the 
street in a motor car, says . the behaviorist, and ask what 
he is doing, we do not consult him anq discover that he 1s 
engaged in the business of earning bread and butter for 
himself and family, or that he is a doctor making a s1ck-
call; but we rather obse rve the movements of his arms and 
legs and eyes a s he handles the car, note the secretion and 
exhaustion processes of liver and glands when he narrowly 
avoids a scrape at the crossing, and when angered at a reck-
less driver we perce ive the excitement of his heart and 
lungs and the sub-voca l activity of the larynx which may be-
come voca l if the a ccumulated impulse is strong enough. In 
this way we a r e to get a truer record of what the man is do-
ing. I suggest t ha t v1 e ha ve here the application of a phil-
osophica l a ttitud e to t he subject matter of psychology, and 
that this a tti tud e is ma t e rialistic. The result is the modern 
America n product i n PJychology which reminds one of the phy~ 
sician's cha rt of the huma n body, a bare dissection of mus-
cles, gla nds, nerves, ga nglia, and brain. It looks very 
cheerless a nd a na tomical. Let us see, on the other hand, 
v,h~ t Chris ti ani ty has to offer to-day. 
Modernism is the latest phenomenon within the Chris~ 
ian church a s b eha v i orism is the latest fad in psychology. 
The attempt to subject the Christian religion to the scienti-
fic creeds of t he c onservation of matter and energy and the 
impossi b ili ty of mira cle has taken the mortal pound of flesh. 
Christi a nity c a n not survive the operation. To try to fit 
the religion insti tute d by Christ into the Procrustean bed 
of so-called scientific law is bound to be fatal. To make 6 · 
religion a sort of crowning glory of evolutionary progress 
·robs it of tha t authority and personal rather than social 
nature which are its marks of value. 
I submit, however, that not modernism but the religion 
of an inerra nt Bible is true Christianity. From the very 
nature of the claims the Bible makes it c a n be no other. 
The Bible not only claims absolute authority in the relation 
between man and God, but it also condemns as false the doc-
trines of any who tea ch otherwise. I submit also that we 
cannot distinguish between what Christ teaches and what the 
Bible tea ches, because Christ has endorsed the Old Testa-
ment as well as what his representatives, the evangelists 
and apostles,were to s ay of him after his departure. This 
----------* "Foundations of Psychology", p. 35. J.S.Moore 
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body of doctrine then which comprises the flesh and bone 
' ' th of Chri stianity, is a constant quantity. It is e same 
to-day as it wa s in t he ye a r 100 A.D. 
But the first chapt ers of Genesis will suffice for the 
fundamentals which Christianity asserts or presupposes. We 
fi nd a dualism in the crea tion: matter and spirit. These 
elements are dis t inguished in man's body and soul. Men are 
then place d in a moral oraer in which the mora l order, concisely 
stated in the De ca log, is the standard of right and wrong. 
They are endowed wi th a will whi ch is free to conform to or 
to trangress this s t andard ; thus they are made responsible 
for their conduc t a nd expect future rewa rds and punishments. 
It is true t hat t he f a l l of man into sin a nd the consequent 
objective a tonement of Chri st are essential to the Christian 
system, but t hey need not concern us in the first part of 
our discuss ion. 
We shall l a unch into s ome of the philosophical and A/'..a;J 
scientific difficul ties of behaviorism. Then, approaching~ y ~ 
Christiani ty , we shall compare the philosophica l bases of ~ / 
the t wo sys terns, a dverttng to the moral order, responsi bil- ~_;,, 
ity,and f ai th as incompatible with behaviorist principles. ) 
Our conclusions may have some practical interest for ethics, 
educa t ion, and Christian faith. - -
We may rightly expect of a ny doctrine so revolutionary 
a s b ehaviorism tha t it examine its philosophica l premises 
pretty wel l before a ntering court. The question of the re-
l ati on of the mind ana the body is fundamental to the behav-
iorist prog ram. Ye t its votaries h a ve declared intera ction 
impossible unde r mechanica l l aw, have asserted parallelism 
to be inadmissable, and have denied materialism for senti-
menta l reasons . Their a t ti tude , whenever they consider the 
question, is rather a denial that any mind-body problem 
exists. This i n theory - but prac tically they have reduced 
all psycholog y to ma tter a nd motion and are stamping in the 
same corral With Hobbes of old. If they wish to wear blink-
ers and see no mi nd-body problem, that is a matter of taste; 
but we , who dislike blinkers, would like to see just what 
position these men do t ake . 
By referring all activity to physical stimulus and re-
sponse they deny any causal relation between the mind and 
the body. Consciousness is simply merged_-;:-into the stimulus-
response arc. No credit is given to sta tes of feeling 
arising from extra-physica l ca uses and in turn causbng 
motor-response. These s t a tes are referred to implicit or 
delayed response - to an accumulation of physica l stimuli. 
This, however, is exa ctly the position of unblushing material-
ism, and it ha s the s a me vulne rable heels as materialism 
After signing the red document as a materialist by denyi~ 
the efficiency o f consciousness the behaviorist is forced to 
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the Charybdis of identifying consciousness with energy in 
the form of physico-chemical processes. Even the behavio~iat, 
I venture, would not c a re to identify the thought of Kant s 
mind with physica l energy . rt is to be noted also that if 
consciousnes s is not a superintending entity which can relate 
successively a rising concepts, then there can be no logical 
connection between these eoncepts which spring up at the 
whim of physica l stimuli. Take this chance syllogi_sm: every 
new science is milita nt; behaviorism is a new science; there-
fore behaviorism is militant. Now, since consciousness is 
not causally p r esent, pro posi tions are like isolated mush-
rooms, one qui t e independent of the other, and we have proved 
nothing l ogica lly. More than that, we cannot logically 
prove or disprove any proposition - not even the fallacies 
of beha viorism. 
Again, to i dent i fy consciousness with some phase of 
the s timulus-response p roc e ss and to refer thought to the 
movements of t h e l arynx, g lottis, tongue, and lips, with 
certain ges t ura l ac companiments, especially in the use of 
languag e: thi s is a l s o a ma tter of opinion. But these bash-
ful protesta tions seem apt. How about the observer in a 
behavior experiment? We somehow feel that whether the sub-
ject is r egi s t e ring conscious behavior or not, at lea st the 
observer mus t be c onsciously observing in order to correlate 
his f a cts. But if he is not "efficiently" conscious and his 
observing is only more beha vior, then how does he know that 
he is observi ng or doing a nything else. And how shall we 
think of ideas as related to language and words? Experience 
suggests that e ither ideas or words may change without nec-
essarily affe c ti ng the other. HOVI is it possible, then, to 
identify the sing le idea with the process of pronouncing 
half a doze n pos s ible word formations that convey the same 
idea? The beha viorist Will shout that the real question is 
whether ideas exist at a ll. When he does that he provokes 
us to make the unphilos ophical but common-sense appeal to 
the fresh a nd untrod mind as to whether or not it feels that 
its idea s and thought are merely the unconscious processes 
of the lang uage mechanism.* Someone has said that behaVior-
ism is one of those doctrines that become absurd as soon as 
they become a rticulate. 
As an interlude to the philosoohical and scientific 
difficulties of behaviorism it were~well to notice the un-
certa inty in the use of terms of which the behaviorists 
a re sometimes gu~lty in their practical attempt to apply 
physica l law to biology and psychology. The term energy 
may be used by them interchangeably to mean either physical 
or mental energy. The two are simply not the same quantity. 
In physics energy is "the product of a force and the dis-
tance a body moves under the action of the force"; 1 t may 
be measured quanti tati "'il.~ly. The law of the conservation of 
energy applies. Mental and nervous energy, however as 
d!!~~~~~~-~! sensation, concept, or motor-response 1s not 
* "The Dogma of Evolution" p. 242. L.T.More 
"Matter and Spirit" p.112ff. J.B.Pratt 
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quantitative a t all but qu alitative: it is not capable of 
measurement nor is' it amenable to the law of the conservation 
of energy. 
1
The illustra tion has been used of a weight falJ:-. 
ingi on a hand from the h eight of one foot. It is said to 
genera te a certain amount of energy in the form of nerve 
sensation. If so, the weight falling two feet would generate 
sensation in exa ct r a tio and would continue to do so inde-
' finitely. It simply does not do so. This sensation, or 
nervous energy, if agree a ble to physical law, should be re-
convertible lnto energy that would raise the weight one foot 
or two feet. Needl ess to say, we know of no process by 
which that can be done. It is quite plain that "energy" in 
physics and in psychology a re not the same thing nor amenable 
to the s ame l aws. Growth iS the only phenomenon of li Ving 
subs t ance tha t c a n be measured by physical processes.* Yet 
the behaviori s t s hav e been using these terms interchangeably 
a t our expense; of whi ch p r a ctice someone has said: 11 They are 
talking in a Pi ckwi ckian sense a.nd laughing in their sleeves 
a t our gulli bi l i ty. " ➔H~ 
Bu t there are other a nd unphilosophical difficulties which 
flit f r om t his Pa.ndora ' s box. The new psychologists are 
themse l ves the c hoosers o f the name of their doctrine, behav-
iorism. They begah by s tudying animal behavior and finished 
by making us a ll "behave". But if we shall discover that 
this f undamental co n cept, behavior, is an indefinite one, we 
shall have to ca ll i t s s ponsors to account for not accurately 
delimiting t heir charg e. Behavior is a perfectly good word 
in chemistry and physics. In any chemical adjustment we may 
speak of t he b e havior of the elements. We also speak of the 
behavior of a physi c a l body u nder the influence of a force. 
The behaviorist has used the t e rm in biology and finally in 
human psychology to indicate adjustments of organic matter. 
If, then, beha vior shall include the activities of both or-
ganic and i norganic matter, the study of behavior is no less 
than a synonym for the natural sciences. The situation loses 
its humor when we think of the decidedly materialistic color 
of this octopus. 
If we should , however, grant the term behavior as aP-
plied to psychology a right to exist, we discover that the 
behaviorists have some difficulty in finding the classic 
example of beha vior or the unit which shall be the basis 
of measurement in their objective study of psychological 
phenomena. It has been said that behaviorism differs from 
-----------
* The behav;orists have thought that memory was fairly easy 
to explain in physical terms. We must think here of repeat-
ed sensation storing up in the brain a supply of energy, a.eke 
a squirrel stores nuts. When some later stimUlus causes 
the release of this stored energy in the form of motor-re-
sponse, we should suppose that this supply of energy would 
be depleted and eventually exhausted unless recharged But 
instead we ~ind that every time we exercise memory th; pro-
cess seems to grow stronger and stronger The law of the 
con~ervati on of energy does not apply. • 
** The Dogma of Evolution" p. 267. L. T.More 
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physiology in tha t it observes the complete organism while 
the latter is interested only in the functioning of the parti-
cular organ. Very well, let us observe a man chopping wood -
as we would say. we ask, How is he behaving, i.e. What ls 
the man doing? We may a nswer that he is - behavioristlcally 
digesting his dinner (it is after lunch time), breathiggalr 
and bea ting his heart, sv1inging an ax while baJ!hcing his 
body with the nicest precision, and at the same time engaged 
in sub-voca l 11 thought 11 on the goodness of God as seen in the 
works o f na ture. Obvi ously we have too much to handle here. 
The several organs a re engaged in these various processes, 
but the ma n as a unit is filling his wood-shed, or earning a 
livelihood, or s upporting his family. But in these answers 
we find the ideas of intention and purpose which are clearly 
introspective data and cannot be allowed. If then it is im-
possible to discover by objective observation what the mania 
doing and how that behavior can be measured the whole method 
would appe a r useless . 
It foll ows f rom this difficulty tha t behaviorists have 
become lia ble to the a ccusation of lack of objective evidence 
for their s ys tem, of forcing psychological phenomena into 
behavior stra it-jackets, of injecting their own introspection 
into the i nterpreta tion of their observations, and of a gay 
indiffe rence t o and e xclusion of all phenomena which do not 
support their hypothesis. Note, however, that the least re-
quirement fo r a n hypo thesis is that it explain the pggnome·na 
before e ver the proof be undertaken. 
The purpose of our discussion, however, is not so much 
to revea l the weak features of behaviorism as it is to place 
it in juxtaposition with Christianity and point out the in-
congruiti es . We have see n that the philosophical basis upon 
which the sup erstructure of behaviorism has been raised is 
a problem tha t has not bothered many of the behaviorists. 
Most of the m ha ve chosen to remain indifferent to this 
groundwork - apparently because it is not objective enough 
for them. But whether it be objective or subjective, Christ-
ianity has a very definite philosophical basis* and our com--
pa_rison of the t wo systems will not allow us to remain so 
indifferent to the problem as the bahaviorists have been. 
I believe we shall find the difference between the two 
bases to be that between a materialistic monism and a strict. 
dualism. Behaviorism has reduced all activity to matter 
and force, a ll quite subject to mechanical law. Some have 
not gone the whole road and have ke pt something of the old 
mentalistic nomenclature of consciousness~and states of 
mind. But logivally h aving once put its hand to the plough 
---------
* Christianity asserts a dualism of matter and spirit. But 
in asserting thi s dualism it does not depend for its author-
ity on philo~ophy but rather on the authority of the Bible. 
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it must g ive u p a ll r eference to the efficiency of conscious-
ness. It c a nn o t then re f us e the sign of its profession -
materia lism. Even a par allel ism of body and consciousness 
would destroy the cardina l principle of the objective nature 
of ~11 psycholog ica l phenome n a , whi ch excludes behaviorism 
from a ny considera tion of consciousness as an ind ependent 
entity. And if consciousness is ca lled a true entity, but 
yet only a n epiphenomenon of nerve processe s, the causal 
conne c tion b e t ween it and the nerve processes is still denied 
and we have again - ma t erialism. 
Christianity , on the other hand , is irrevocably pledged 
to intera ction, o r t h e doctri ne that both body and conscious-
ness are pr esen t i n man a s incomme nsurable entities , there 
bei ng a v e ry definite causal nexus between consciousness and 
physj_ ca l a ctivity . Chri s ti a ni ty asserts this efficiency of 
cons ciousnes s i ~ the f a ce of the l aw of t he conservation 
of energy , saying s imply th.1. t the law is not a , pli c a ble to 
the mi nd- body r e l .=i. t ion , since the mind is a supernatural 
(in the lite ral sense) entity . 
Evolution canno t admi t such a s u pernatural entity. If 
evolution be defi~ed as continuous prog res sive cha nge a ccord-
in5 to f o r ces r e s ident in nature, such a thing as a super-
natura l mind cou l d no t be one of i ts products. Mechanistic 
evolu t ion , which is the o n l y logica l evolution , c a nnot ac-
count £ 0r connciou s n e ss which by definition is non-mechanical.* 
Here evo lution is fundament a lly a t odds with Chri sti a nity. 
It sta nds hand in hand wi t h behaviorism and we must choose 
betwee n t hese t wi ns and Chri s ti a nity.*~~ 
Behavior ism is t he evolu tionary psychology , *.;~* It can 
beg in its wor k i n t he v e ry cha r acteristics of undifferen-
tiated p ro topl asm as s e en in t he amoeba. Beginning with 
sensitivity a n d the fi r st stimulus-response process it may 
tra ce t he e volution of psychological (?) processes in the 
gradually d eve l o ped orga ns, nervous, glandular, and muscular, 
till it finds its a c me in the "thinking" man from the brain 
corte x down . If natur a l p rocesses are responsible for this 
development, t her e is n o room for efficient consciousness. 
Now we ca n understa nd the behavior i st's emphasis on objec-
tive phenomena as a lso his use of large experiment ;1.l arma-
ments of pink- eyed mice and guinea-pigs in the s tudy of 
human psychology, His disregard o f consciousness or "soul" 
amounts to the denial of the existence of any such element 
in the human constitution. 
Here Christiant ty g o es further and demands even more 
tha n mentalistic psy chology. Not only efficient conscious-
ness is required, but its identification with a faculty 
-------------
* "Ev olution and Christian Faith" by H.H.Lane. See chapter 
o~ the Embryology of t he Mind. 
** *atte r and Spiri t" p,186f. J.B.Pratt 
*** Genetic Psychology" p .8. E. A,Kirkpatrick 
of a II self" or II soul" ➔~as housed temporarily in the body 
and existing independently beyond death is essential to the 
religion. I rnmortal l ty is so inextrlc~bly bound up with the 
Christian s ystem of forgiveness of sins and future adjustment 
of moral issues that i t ca nnot be torn out without destroyi@JS 
the whole o l a n. Here in is t he e~ of Christian faith, the urge ( '-,, 
to charitie s and mission work, in short, the centr~l, pulsing } 
hope of Christi a nity . Wi thou~ such a felicitous future state 
1 n which t h e II s oul II is to enjoy communion with God Christ-
i ani ty would be a g r a nd fi a sco. 
I beli e ve we have said enough to show that behaviorism 
and Chri s ti a nity hav e locked h o rns a t first sight. Their 
philos ophic~l bases , t he one monistic the other dua listic, 
a re irreconcila ble . I n s pite of all the ignominy that seems 
to be a ttach e d to a profes sion of dualism and the accompany-
ing di fficulti e s of i nte raction, Christianity is pledged. 
She i s a l so pl edged to a mora l dualism, if you will, 
a dua l ism o f g o od and evil. I believe it wiJ.l appea r that 
behaviorism, vii thout int ending to do so, has left no room 
fo r a moral o rder.** We may paint the Christian system as 
f ollows . God is goodness personi fied. All tha t ~opp osed 
to God is evil. Ev i l a l so is personified in Sa tan. God 
has crea ted men as mor a l agents. For them the final stan-
dard of ri gh t and wrong i s the moral law which God has set 
up concisely i n the De ca log . The difficulties in applying 
thi s s t a ndard Vihi ch we now fi nd ite:Ee not present in the sin-
les s sta te before the fall . But the mora l law is still 
bindirl8 in l e t ter and spiri t. Antithetica lly, no system of 
evolved mora ls, of h edonism, of utilitari anism, of self-
reali zati o n , of p r agmatism ca n be a Christian ethics. Trans-
gre s sion of this superimposed moral law iS sin. Sin carries 
With i t eternal p enal ties . .. -
* The Hebrew words here a re nephesh and ruach; the Greek, 
psyche a nd pneuma. There a re some Christian scholars who 
hold a trichotomy in human nature, Viz. tha t man is body, 
soul, and spirit. Although s uch tri-nomia lism c a n hardly 
be proved from t he Bible, it is not incompatible with 
Christiani ty. For the II Scriptural Usage of Soul and Spirit" 
confer the Presbyte rian and Reforme d Review, April 1897; 
a rticle by Tim H. Hodge. p . 262ff. 
** It is p roper to note here by way of explanation that in 
Christianity morality is inseparable from religion. 
*** Chrtstianity Wi ll hav e a pretty hard time getting rid 
of a personal devil. If she f i nds proof in the Bible for 
the personality of God, she is bound to find it for the per-
sonality of Sata n. 
**** It is 1hardly correc t to say that Christianity holds a 
future a s signment of r ewards and punishments. The moral 
incentive of a Christi a n is n e ither hope of reward not 
fear of punishment, but t he sanctifying urge that comes 
from his rel a tion to a persona l Sa vior, Christ. Again the 
deciding f actor f or futu re s t a tes is f a ith. ' 
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The po tnt of interest here for our discussion is that 
man _is a respons ibl e moral agent. The Chris tian system makes 
him accountable to God for every deviation f rom the chalk-
line of the mor·tl l a w. This e l ement of mora l responsi bill ty 
is not only fund a men t a l in Christia n ethics but iB the very 
foundation a lso o f our whole sys tem of jurisprudence. But 
wha t of behaviorism? 
Mos t of t he Behavioris t s have not b o thered about the 
mo r ~l appl ica tion of thei r _doctrine. Thei r carelessness 
here is ha r dly a virtue; but i f they refuse to be disturbed 
we must make the a pplica tion for them. We might ask the be-
havi orist if the sta r-fish is mora lly r esponsible for its 
behavior . I suppos e he would deny with a smile. Of course, 
the stimulus-response proces s e s of the sta r-fish can have no 
mora l significa nc e a t a l l. The fi s h is a me chanism. It's 
made that way . It can't dete rmine its "conduct~ Its actions 
are mere mecha nica l ad jus t ment s to environment. The con-
clusion is to me ine vita ble th~t human activity, which is 
nothi ng more than the s 'l.me physiological adjustment as in 
the sta r-fish, a l so h a s no mora l significance. Man c a nnot 
be r es ponsible fo r his a ctions beca.use they are d e termined 
by mechani c t l l aw . We f l nd ourselves in a mecha nistic de-
t erminism in which the mor a l order of Chri s tianity is 
thro ttl ed . ➔~ Mo r .:=tl p erfecti on to the behavi orist can be 
nothing more tha n the perfect ad justment of reflexes. 
Logi cally , then , the beas t that responds to his environnient 
mos t e 'l.sily a nd with lea st conflict will be the most v i r,.µous 
being , If the b o dy functions perfectly the organi sm Will 
be good . M:or a li ty b ecomes synonymous wi th hygiene. But if 
not this , at l eas t we may say t ha t the most vir~uous person, 
, according to behaviorism , would b e the simple , unthinking 
individual with fev,es t inhibi t ions, who responds with brutish 
regularity to t hree meal s a d a y and pay. The conflict of a 
moral situation in which a pe rson deli bera tea on the ends 
involved would be a poor adjus tment. This moral conflict, 
Which we have observ ed to become more pronounced the more 
sensitive and highly developed t he person may be, behav1or1sm 
would regard as vice . Better · f a r would be the unhesitating 
adjustment of the hardened criminal to the exposed wallet. 
Moral perfec tion would be a ttained when all activity becomes 
as simple as breathing and the beating of the heart. The .,er-
fe ct man is a Frankenstein and the millenium an age when all 
muscles and g l ands function perfectly, when the vocal organs 
s peak only p eace to the people, and jail sentences are com-
muted in f a vor of nerve remedies. How the behaviorist can 
see any moral value i n reaction purely mechanical I con-
fess is beyond me. Why it should be thought bett~r morally 
to respond mechanically to an ethical concept than to re-
----------
*Cf.Article on ?sychol ogy in the Sunday School Times, Sept. 
13,1924. Also Spinoza's Ethics, Smith's edition, p. 80f. 
Some features of behaviorism illay be traced to Spinoza . 
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spond mecha nica lly to food in the stomach by digesting it, I 
do not know. It i s pertinent, also, to ask from whence men 
have 'their so- c a lled ethi c a l "concepts", according to be-
haviorism. I f a ll our ideas or implicit responses come 
through the fi v e ga t e s of knowledge as simple sensations, 
it is difficu l t to s e e how ma n has come by the "concept" 
of right and wrong . ¥i thout conscious delibe ration on the 
phenomena o f nature I do not see hovr he could d erive such a 
"concep t' ' from the natura l order; and you must know that 
any innate knowledge of right and wrong would be very repul-
sive to the behaviorist. 
So the issue is clearly defined. Christianity holds 
the moral r esponsibi l ity of the individual; and responsibility 
requi r e s cons cl ousnes s. Behaviorism reduces c on uc't'""-tin- ---
me chanj_sm and s trips i t of all moral significa nc~e. ""I pro_poee 
J:@.1 f or a moment we turn pr agmatist and find out how these 
truL principles wi l l v,ork. - -
With a l l due al l owance f o r nations a nd individuals 
who have not s hovm the p rop er fruits of Christian ethics, I 
be l i e ve we ma y yet mainta in that Chr~tianity has justified 
its existence in t h i s field a lone. The moral progress of 
t he Chri stian nati ons during the l a st two milleniums has been 
slow and uns teady , b ut it is none the less real. Notable a.4-
vance s have been with regard to paternal power, the position 
of woman , marri age , sla very, property, free trade , and do-
mes tic and internationa l law. Note, too, that these successes 
have a l l been in the fie ld of ciVil organisation in which the 
Christ~in relig i on is not pri marily interested. But what-
ever may hav e b een t he effect of Christianity since the first 
ce n tury it yet remains true that our fundamental ideas about 
all these civi l relations,which have also been held in all 
a g es,are t he idea s whi ch the Bible says were originally seared 
into the human constitution. So that the human race has had 
a groundwork of Christian morality from the very beginning. 
If behaviorism now demands a chang e of principles it is 
bound to hav e far-reaching consequences. 
Beha viorism does demand such a change of principles. I 
know of no system of ethics so far devised which may by any 
stretch o f t he imagination be called behavioristic. The 
trouble is tha t they all have some idea of moral responsibi1ity 
or fre e Will. It ma y be responsibility to God, to oneself, 
or to anything in between; but so soon as the idea of re-
sponsibility is gone the idea of morality is gone. In short 
under strict behaviorism there can be no such thing as ethic~. 
Ethics is unknown to a d eterministic world. 
Now l o ok a t the panorama we have opened to viewl Our 
whole civiliza tion has been built up on the strength of 
moral obligations and responsibility. If these go,not least 
among the ruins will be our system of jurisprudence. For hun-
dreds of years we have been holding men guilty and punishing 
them for malicious intent. It is not so much the breaking 
of law tha t involves guilt - that may be simple accident-; 
but the agent is held responsible for his intention at the 
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time the a ct is performed According to the mechanistic 
doctrines of beha viorism ~very human act is "morally accidental". 
Intention- wh e t her it be a d esire (?) to conform to the legal 
standa rd ~r a f e eling of recklessness and revolt, is a men-
tal s t a te and as such u nknown to behaviorism. To the law 
it is t hat me~ta l s tat~ only that is praiseworthy or culpable; 
to be havi orism t he menta l sta te does not exist, and therefore 
we ha ve no use f o r 1aw. The l aw ca nnot a~tach criminal im-
putability t o phys i o log ica l p rocesses, but only to conscious 
intention. I s ubmi t tha t the o nly blameworthy feature that 
b eha vio r i sm c a n find i n h u ma n activity would be the poor or 
slow "inte grat i on" o f sensations which would result in an 
unne c e s sari l y d e l ayed or wrong response (according to what . 
standa r d it should be wrong I k n ow not). But if a man simply 
'i n teg r ate s" poorl y a nd h is ner vous a djustments a re rusty the 
concl us ion is that t h e accidenta l law-breaker and the insane 
man would p r o f it by a j a il s entence just as much as the in-
t entional and intel li gent l aw- breaker. In short, the beha v& 
iori s t i c prog r am would overth row our whole jurisprudence. 
So f a r with t h e conside r a tion of the effects of behav-
i r oi s m o n p r a ctica l Chris tia nity in the field of ethics and 
l a w; i t i s n o t withou t b e a ring o n Christianity conside red 
as r e l i g i ous bel ief a s well. We must distinguish between 
be l i e f a nd bel ief. If we say that b elief is a pos itive 
a ttitude t owa rd a pr o position we ha ve· only partly de fined 
Chri s ti a n beli e f or f ai th. Simp ly for the s a ke of temporary 
c onveni e nce l e t us think o f rationa l b elief as composed of 
t he t wo elements , pa rt o f t h e tra ditiona l three, knowledge 
a nd assent ; but to h a v e sup er-ra tional belief, or Christian 
f ai th, we mus t add the e lemen t o f t r ust. 
This saving e l e ment o f t rust a nd confi dence in Christian 
f a ith c a nno t b e accou n t ed f o r i n beha vioristic terms. We 
may s a y t o begin Wi th that the condition of mind d e nominated 
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conviction o f s i n " c a n i t s e lf b e unde rstood only a s a men-
tal s t a te, s i nce, a cco r d i ng t o be ha v io r i sm, one could not be 
conscious of t he t r a ng ression of i mpo s e d mora l sta nda rds. 
No t o nly t his pre l iminary s t a te but a lso the sta te of trust-
ing - f or e t e rnal ends - c annot be e xpla ined without refer-
ence to co nsciousness and me nta l sta t e s. The neces sity of 
t h i s conclusion wi ;J_l a ppear without further a r gument when 
we shall hav e s h own t ha t ba ha Vi orism has not been a ble suc-
ce s s f ully to a ccount for e ve n r a tional belief; much less 1a 
it a b le t o expl ain the h i ghly complex phe nomena of Christian 
f a i t h . 
The t r uth i s tha t Christia n f a ith take s us out of the 
domai n o f psychology into the unfence d field of me t a physics. 
Our d e fini tion of psycholog y a s a sci e nce ha s b e en very loose, 
but eve n tha t ca nno t be e x t en ded to include the phenomena of 
Chri sti a n f a ith i n which t he individua l 'soul" r eache s out 
for t he " s a ving" spiritual realities of the k ing dom of hea-
ve n. 
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of or Bg!~1;-Vio rt i~m has tried to say that belief 1s s~t~ t~~~t 
( t i c a ti ~Ude➔~ toward a proposition. This. a ve reac-
ti~~ ; ery t erm nas a mentalistic taste) is a positi f The 
" d or belief a nd a negative reaction for disbelie · k 
} e a a t fir s t b lush mi ght appear good if vre should 10~ 'ard 
h?r e xample~ a t the pagan gesturing ~ and salaaming ow 
b!sl c~rved i dol and the disbelieving tourist turning ~~rean-
C<: 0 wal k out. But I take it tha t the paga n iS no ts 
t ng toward the proposition: This piece of carved wood e~:: ' 
ut ~is belief is cUreeted toward some such proposition 
The . o<;>d Vlh<;:> m this image represents will assist me in my en-
te~prises . The Christian who has no image believes, ~ay, 
tha t Chri s t is God or that Christ will forgive his sins. 
How_i ~ eithe r t he paga:i or. the Christian going to ~eact 
po~itively or negatively toward propositions of this sort 
which o.r e a bstract a nd i l local? He can't lean toward it 
Physi c a lly b ecause it h a s no objective existence. It is im-
pos s i b le to ima g i ne wha t d istinctive method of organic, phy-
sica l rea c tion he could adop t. The same is true of every 
Phenomenon o f belief when examined closely. The child be-
lieves the. Sa nta Claus myth from the lips of the mother; the 
propo sition is : A Santa Cl a us exists. How c a n the child react 
organi c Cl.l ly towa r d such a n e xistentl a l proposition? The gen-
er21 b e l i e ves the courier who says: The army is beaten. How 
c a n t h e gen e r a l react? Both the child and the genera l do 
r eac t emo ti on a lly , as mentalism would say, but those emo-
tions would a ri se from ideas of imagined toys or disappointed 
ho pes. So e ven the s impler phases of belief have refused 
the b ehavi o rj_sti c ha lter. 
I o one, however, mefl\g.s to deny that there are □any 
physiologi c a l accompaniments to menta l states and so also 
to t he a ttitude of belief. These accompa nying physic~.1 
rea ctions 3.re popula rly recogni zed in the idiom of :nany 
languages which refer to the hea rt, the stomach, the 
liver, a n d the k i dneys as seats of emotion. But the e~~or 
of the bahaviorist is to identify these co~relatea: the 
menta l state a nd the physi c a l accompani:nent. ·,71111 ':i.!J Ja.:.1':::a 
has this to say: 11 To ;>lea d the cause of organi c c ;j_1.1ea tl -:,n 
of reli3iouc stat es of mind,,,,,,, is q u ite illoe~c~l 
and arbi tra ry . 11 ** 
Ou ~ conclusion , then, i s ti'1a. t be:1.a·,1~~·iz:::1 h a s failed. 
to a c cou:it for the pheno:nena 0f bel~ef. 3"..lt a r·s ·,:':: not 
asi-::i rt..g too s u ch? i-ias not ortiloc.oz; :,eychology .:::.lco fa.11 e:d 
to account for these pheno::uena.? T!'-ue, out the dl!"fe:r"-nce 
lies here: t h e traditional psychology i~ not .:: 0 funda;:.._~t --li:, 
inimica l to t he integrity of religious belief. Beh4 ,{;~;m 
* "Behaviorism and Psychology" P. 158f. A . . .'.,_ .Rob ack 
-ll-M-
11 Va rieties o f Relig ious Experience" p. 14. 1::m Ja::iea 
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logically followed would rob belief of all v 1lue, for our 
beliefs would be de te rmi n ed merely by our physiological 
s t a tus ~t t he time the pro position is presented and would 
fluctua t e i n exa ct r e l a t i on to our physical condition. 
Especi a lly would it b e impossible to hold, as Christianity 
do e s hold, tha t Christia n f a ith is the highest virtue. And 
if f a ith were thus robbed of a ll va lue, the objects of Christ-
ian fai th,the pe rson of Christ, his objective a tonement, the 
forgiv ene ss o f s ins and immortality would all vanish into 
thin ai r. I f behaviorism is not popular in the Christian 
church the r e is a reason. 
Its unpopul a rity a rises from a fear for the future. 
Christiani ty is concerned about what the men of the next 
genera tion a r e f ed on. Chri sti a nity has always been in-
teres ted in educ t tion . In s pite of the celebrated and : 
misrepresented tre a tment of Roger Bacon, of Bruno, and 
of Gali l eo, Chr is ti a ni t y h a s been of grea t assista nce 
to the prog r es s o f learning. The practic ~l effect of behav-
iori sm u pon mo r a l i ty a nd Christian f aith have before been 
tou~hed , but Chris t ianity now sounds a warning in the field 
of educa tion. All over our country we are met by young men . 
and women wh o a re beginning, under the tutelag e of evolu-
ti on and beh a viorism, to rega rd ltfe as a matter of phy-
sica l s timul us and response . We are breeding a race of in-
fi dels. They have been taught the ethics of the ape, to 
t he i ~n inen t peril of our civiliza tion. They learn to play 
a horrid game of bes tial struggle, till it suits them to 
r eme dy t hei r ennui by passing into hopeless night. Christ-
i ani ty is c ert a inly t aking the part of progressive and 
constructi ve thought when it demands a return from this 
ma t erialis t i c and unscientific furore to the comparatively 
safe ~round of tradi tional psychology. Our conclusion will 
certa inly be conse rvattvely stated in the words of Professor 
More ➔~: "Unless it c a n be indisputably proved that man with 
his infinite v ariety of thoughts and emotions, is but an 
aggregation of mechanica l atoms held together and moved 
by Physi cal forces - an hypothesis for which there is not 
the slightest proof-, there seems to be no necessity ~o deny 
the e xistence of a spiritual world not subject to tha laws 
o~ mechanical energy or circumscribed by the space limita-
tions o f material or electrical substances. 11 
-------------
* "The Dogma of Evolution" p. 387. L. T.More 
